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PER CURI AM

Kansas City Piggy Back, doing business as Term nal Consolidation
Conpany (Termnal), appeals the district court's! adverse grant of sunmary
j udgnent to International Br ot her hood of Teansters, Chauf f eur s,
War ehousenen, and Hel pers of America, Local 245 (Union). W affirm

Ternminal operates an office in Springfield, Mssouri. Uni on and
Ternminal entered into a collective bargaining agreenent for the
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period from Cctober 15, 1991, through Cctober 14, 1994, covering Union's
nmembers in the Springfield area. The collective bargaining agreenent
i ncluded a provision stating that "all discrepancies between the parties"
woul d be subnitted to a six-nenber Labor Relations Committee (Committee),
whose decision "will be followed by both parties.”

Following the filing of a grievance by Union on July 26, 1993, and
by a nenber on COctober 14, 1993, the Committee issued decisions in favor
of Union on Decenber 3, 1993, and on February 10, 1994.

On June 22, 1994, Union filed a conplaint seeking confirmation of the
Committee's arbitration awards. It is fromthe district court's grant of
summary judgnent in favor of Union that Term nal now appeal s.

Al though Termi nal has raised several issues on appeal, we concl ude
that only one nerits discussion, nanely, Terminal's contention that Union's
action to confirmthe Conmttee's Decenber 3, 1993, award is barred by the
six-nmonth linmtation period contained in Section 10(b) of the Nationa
Labor Relations Act, 29 U S. C. 8 160(b). The district court rejected this
contention, holding that the M ssouri five-year contract-law statute of
limtations set forth in M. Rev. Stat. 8§ 516.120 (1993), applied to
Uni on's conpl ai nt.

W agree with the district court's analysis. Union's conplaint for
confirmation of the Conmittee's decisions was filed pursuant to Section 301
of the Labor Managenent Relations Act of 1947, 29 U S.C. § 185. In
International Union, United Auto Workers v. Hoosier Cardinal Corp., 383
U S 696 (1966), the Suprenme Court held that because no provision of
federal |aw governs the issue, the tineliness of a Section 301 suit brought

by a union to enforce the provision of a |abor agreenment is to be
determ ned by applying the appropriate state statute of linmtations. |d.
at 705-06. The



Court left open the question whether Section 301 suits alleging causes of
action other than breach of contract mght be subject to a different
limtations period. [d. at 705 n.7. Thus, in DelCostello v. International
Br ot herhood of Teansters, 462 U S. 151 (1983), the Court held that the six-
nonth limtations period contained in Section 10(b) of the Labor Managenent
Rel ati ons Act governed an enployee's suit against his enployer and his
union. Watever inpact Del Costell o may have on Section 301 actions based
upon causes of action different from the one alleged by Union in the
present case, we hold that an action to enforce an arbitration award

entered pursuant to an arbitration clause in a collective bargaining
agreement is governed by the appropriate state statute of limtations, in
this case Mb. Rev. Stat. § 516.120 (1993). See Service Enployees Int']
Union Local 36 v. City Jeaning Co., Inc., 982 F.2d 89 (3d Cr. 1992);
Pl unbers' Pension Fund v. Domas Mechanical Contractors, Inc., 778 F.2d 1266
(7th Gr. 1985); Derwin v. General Dynamics Corp., 719 F.2d 484 (1st Gr.
1983); International Union of Elec., Radio and Mach. Wrkers v. lIngram M gq.
Co., 715 F.2d 886 (5th Gr. 1983), cert. denied, 466 U S. 928 (1984).

Wth respect to the renmainder of Terminal's contentions, we affirm
on the basis of the district court's opinion. See 8th Cr. Rule 47B.

The judgnent is affirnmed.
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